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REMARKS 

Status of the Claims 

Claims 1-9, 12, 15, 18, 22, 29, 36, and 38 are pending in the application, with Claims 1, 
4, 7, 12, and 36 being independent. Applicants have amended Claims 1-2, 4, 7-8, 12, 29, and 36 
herein and submit that all claim amendments are clearly supported in the original specification. 
Claim 37 has been cancelled herein without prejudice to, or disclaimer of, the subject matter 
recited therein. Claims 10-11, 13-14, 16-17, 19-21, 23-28, and 30-35 were cancelled previously. 
No new matter has been added. 

Unless explicitly stated otherwise, none of the amendments to the claims were made for 
reasons substantially related to the statutory requirements for patentability. Furthermore, unless 
stated otherwise, the amendments to the claims were made simply to make express what had 
been implicit in the claims as originally worded and therefore are not narrowing amendments 
that would create any type of prosecution history estoppel. 

I. Claim Objections 

In the Office Action, the Examiner objected to claims 1 and 4 because of an informality. 
The informal language has been removed, and Applicants request withdrawal of this objection. 

II. Claim Rejections Under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) Based on the Covey Reference 

In the Office Action, the Examiner rejected Claims 1-8, 18, 29, and 36-37 under 35 
U.S.C. § 102(e) as allegedly being anticipated by Covey et al. (US Patent Publication 
20030088276) (hereinafter "Covey"). Claims 1, 4, 7, and 36 are independent. Applicants 
respectfully traverse these rejections and submit that the document cited by the Examiner does 
not disclose, teach, or suggest all features recited in Applicants' pending independent claims, as 
discussed in more detail hereinafter. 

A. Independent Claim 1 

As to independent claim 1, claim 1 has been amended to read as follows: 
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a plate secured to the second panel, the plate and second panel cooperating 
to define an enclosed volume accessed by a slot, the slot having a cross-section; 
and 

an electrode pad assembly including an electrode pad portion containing 
electrode pads, the electrode pad portion having a cross-section that includes the 
electrode pads, the slot cross-section being greater than the electrode pad portion 
cross-section, at least a portion of the electrode pad positioned in the enclosed 
volume through the slot, 

Applicants submit that at least these features traverse the Examiner's rejection with 
regard to independent claim 1. More specifically, claim 1 recites that the plate and second panel 
cooperate and define an enclosed volume accessed by a slot. In addition, a dimensional 
limitation has been place on the size of the slot. With regard to Covey, Applicants submit that 
the lip 26 does not define an enclosed volume assessed by a slot. More precisely, Covey's 
disclosed lip is merely a tab for securing an edge of the pouch 16. As a result, the lip 26 never 
defines any enclosed volume, as the lip is cantilevered off the case 14. As to Covey's cylindrical 
slot 32, Applicants submit that there is no portion of the electrode pads positioned therein, as 
there is no portion of the electrode pads within the cylindrical member 30. 

B. Independent Claim 4 

As to independent claim 4, amended claim 4 includes the limitation of "a temporary 
holding device for releasably securing the electrical cable to that exterior surface." Applicants 
submit that Covey does not disclose that limitation. Referring to Fig. 1 of Covey, the lead wires 
22 exit the pouch 16 and connect to connector 18. The lead wires are not releasably secured to 
any exterior surface. 

C. Independent Claim 7 

As to independent claim 7, amended claim 7 includes the limitations that the enclosure 
"defm[e] an enclosed volume accessed by a slot," and that "at least a portion of the electrode 
pads [be] positioned in the enclosed volume through the slot." As discussed above as to 
amended claim 1, Applicants submit that Covey does not disclose this limitation as Covey's 
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disclosure does not define an enclosed volume and/or no portion of the electrode pads is 
positioned in an enclosed volume. 

D. Independent Claim 36 

As to independent claim 36, amended claim 36 has the limitations that the enclosure 
"defm[e] an enclosed volume accessed by a slot," and "the enclosed volume is oriented relative 
to the connector port such that when the electrode pad portion is removed from the enclosed 
volume through the slot, a direction of movement of the electrode pad is toward the connector 
port." As discussed above with regard to claim 1, Applicants submit that Covey's lip 26 does 
not define an enclosed volume and does not meet the first limitation. As to Covey's cylindrical 
slot 32, the cylindrical member 30 is not removed as recited in Applicants' claim 36. 

E. Summary of § 102(e) Rejections Based on Covey 

Based on the foregoing, independent claims 1, 4, 7, and 36 are not anticipated by Covey. 
Thus, these claims and the dependent claims therefrom are allowable over Covey, and 
Applicants respectfully request withdrawal of the anticipation rejections based on Covey. 

III. Claim Rejections Under 35 U.S.C. § 103 
A. Covey Alone 

In the Office Action, the Examiner rejected Claims 9, 12, 15, and 38 under 35 U.S.C. § 
103 as allegedly being obvious over Covey alone. Claim 12 is an independent claim, while 
claims 9, 15, and 38 are dependent claims. 

Claims 9 and 38 

As to dependent claims 9 and 38, claim 9 ultimately depends from independent claim 1, 
and claim 38 depends from independent claim 36. The Examiner's rejection of these claims is 
based on finding the additional limitations contained in these claims. Without addressing the 
specific merits of the Examiner's obviousness rejections, which Applicants reserve the right to 
do in the event they become relevant, Applicants submit that none of the Examiner's discussions 
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related specifically to these dependent claims corrects Covey's deficiencies discussed above as to 
independent claims 1 and 36 from which they depend. As a result, dependent claims 9 and 38 
are allowable over Covey based on the allowability of the independent claims from which they 
depend. 

Claims 12 and 15 

As to claim 12 and its dependent claim 15, amended claim 12 includes the limitation that 
an enclosure "defin[e] an enclosed volume accessed by a slot," and that "at least a portion of the 
electrode pads [be] positioned in the enclosed volume." As discussed above, Applicants submit 
that Covey does not disclose, teach, or suggest this limitation. 

In addition, claim 12 includes the limitation that "a holding device for releasably securing 
the electrical cable be[] on the exterior surface and the electrical cable is positioned in the 
holding device." As discussed above, Applicants submit that Covey does not disclose, teach, or 
suggest this limitation. 

The Examiner, however, has asserted that it would have been obvious to one skilled in 
the art "to anchor or retain the wires" for several reasons. Applicant submits that there is no 
basis to modify Covey in such a manner or Covey cannot be modified as suggested by the 
Examiner to meet the present limitation found in amended claim 12. A proposed modification of 
a reference cannot change a principle of operation of the reference. The wires of Covey are 
never on an exterior surface as they are under the cover 12. The wires are located under the lid 
12. Thus, if a holding device were located on the exterior surface, the wires would have to exit 
from under the lid to be attached to the exterior surface. As a result, the lid 12 of Covey would 
no longer function as a lid to seal the pads in the enclosure. Accordingly, it is improper to 
modify Covey to include the referenced features recited in Applicants' claims. 

Summary 

Thus, Applicants submit that Covey alone does not disclose, teach, suggest, or make 
obvious at least one limitation found in claims 9, 12, 15, or 38. As a result, these claims are 
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allowable over Covey, and Applicants respectfully request withdrawal of the obviousness 
rejections based on Covey alone. 

B. Covey in View of Vincent 

In the Office Action, the Examiner rejected Claims 1-8, 29, and 36-37 under 35 U.S.C. 
§ 103 as allegedly being unpatentable over Covey in view of Vincent. Claims 1, 4, 7, and 36 are 
independent claims. 

The Examiner states that "Covey et al. discloses the device substantially as claimed but 
does not disclose the employment of a battery pack or the placement of an additional battery 
pack in the slot portion of the enclosure." The Examiner goes on to find that Vincent discloses 
such a feature, and it would have been obvious to modify Covey accordingly. 

Only claim 22 has a limitation associated with a battery. Applicants seek clarification as 
to the applicability of Vincent as to the rejected claims. 

Assuming the Examiner intended this rejection to apply only to claim 22, claim 22 
depends from independent claim 7. The deficiencies of Covey as to amended claim 7 have been 
addressed above, and Vincent does not correct these deficiencies. Based on those discussions in 
combination with this discussion, Applicants submit that Covey in view of Vincent does not 
render obvious independent claim 7 or the claims depending therefrom. 

C. Chesley in View of Walters 

In the Office Action, the Examiner rejected Claims 1-8, 29, and 36-37 under 35 U.S.C. 
§ 103 as allegedly being unpatentable over Chesley in view of Walters. Claims 1, 4, 7, and 36 
are independent claims. 

The Examiner states "Walters et al. discloses placing the electrode pads in a separate 
package or envelope." The Examiner then concludes that based on Walters it would be obvious 
to modify Chesley to expose the electrical cables. 

As Applicants understand the Examiner's proposed modification of Chesley, the 
electrode wires of Chesley would be placed outside Chesley's electrode package 16. Applicants 
respectively submit there is no basis to make this modification to Chesley. 
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A proposed modification of a reference cannot change a principle of operational of the 
reference. In this case, Chesley's connector 36 is secured in the electrode package 16. As a 
result, the connector 36 is used to secure the electrode package 16 into the second deep recess 
portion 64 of the AED 10. Para. [003 1]. This configuration, in combination with other structure, 
secures the electrode package to the AED 10, thereby allowing the electrode package to be 
opened by removing top 50 by pulling tab 52. In other words, a user need not disassociate the 
electrode package 16 from the AED 10 to open the electrode package 16. If there were wires 
between the electrode package 16 and connector 36, the electrode package would no longer 
perform the function of assisting in securing the electrode package to the AED. In addition, it 
would not be logical to penetrate the electrode package 16 twice to first expose the wires and 
then to reconnect them to the connector 36. Also, as depicted, the wires inside the electrode 
package are stored in such as way as to minimize damage, which would function also be 
defeated if the Examiner's suggested modification were made. 

Based on the foregoing, Applicants believe that the proposed modification of Chesley in 
view of Walters is not obvious and is improper. Thus, independent claims 1, 4, 7, and 36 are not 
made obvious by either reference or the suggested combination. Additionally, the claims 
depending therefrom are also not made obvious by the references alone or in combination. 
Accordingly, Applicants respectfully request withdrawal of the obviousness rejections based on 
Chesley in view of Walters. 

D. Modified Chesley in Further View of Vincent 

In the Office Action, the Examiner rejected Claim 22 as allegedly being unpatentable 
over modified Chesley et al, as applied to claims 1-8, 29, and 36-37, in further view of Vincent 
etal. 

The Examiner states "Chesley et al. discloses the device substantially as claimed but does 
not disclose the employment of a battery pack or the placement of an additional battery pack in 
the slot portion of the enclosure." The Examiner goes on to assert that Vincent discloses such a 
feature and that it would have been obvious to modify Chesley accordingly. 
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Claim 22 depends from independent claim 7. The deficiencies of modified Chesley, as to 
amended, independent claim 7, have been addressed above, and Vincent does not correct those 
deficiencies. Based on those discussions in combination with this discussion, Applicants submit 
that Chesley in view of Vincent does not render obvious independent claim 7 or the claims 
depending therefrom. 

IV. Summary 

Thus, Applicants submit that independent Claims 1, 4, 7, 12, and 36 are patentable over 
the documents cited by the Examiner. Additionally, the remaining claims depend from one of 
the independent claims either directly or indirectly and are submitted to be patentable for similar 
reasons. The dependent claims also recite additional features further defining the present 
invention over the cited documents, and Applicants submit that the cited documents do not teach 
or suggest integrating those features into the presently claimed invention. Accordingly, 
Applicants request separate and individual consideration of each dependent claim. 

V. No Waiver 

All of Applicants' arguments and amendments are without prejudice or disclaimer. 
Applicants have not addressed each specific rejection of the independent and dependent claims 
because Applicants submit that the independent claims are allowable over the cited documents, 
as discussed above. Applicants have not acquiesced to any such rejection and reserve the right to 
address the patentability of any additional claim features in the future. 
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CONCLUSION 

Applicants submit the foregoing as a full and complete response to the Final Office 
Action. Applicants submit that this Amendment and Response places the application in 
condition for allowance and respectfully request such action. If any issues exist that can be 
resolved with an Examiner's Amendment or a telephone conference, please contact Applicants' 
representative at 404.572.4600. 

Respectfully submitted, 

/William O. Isaacs, II/ 

William O. Isaacs, II 
Reg. No. 44,165 

King & Spalding LLP 
34 th Floor 

1 180 Peachtree Street, N.E. 
Atlanta, Georgia 30309-3521 
404.572.4600 
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